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Nursing and Midwifery Council 

Fitness to Practise Committee 

Substantive Meeting 

 

31 May - 1 June 2018 

 
 

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2 Stratford Place, Montfichet Road, London, E20 1EJ 
 

Name of registrant: Mr Rui Filipe Teixeira Amaro 
 
NMC PIN:  10L0074C 
 
Part(s) of the register: Sub Part 1 
 RN1: Adult Nurse (7 December 2010) 
 
Area of Registered Address: England 
 
Type of Case: Conviction 
 
Panel Members: David Crompton (Chair, lay member) 

Michael Duque (Registrant member) 
Anthony Mole (Lay member) 

 
Legal Assessor: Nigel Mitchell  
 
 
 
Facts proved: All  
 
 
Fitness to practise:   Impaired 
 
Sanction: Striking off order 
 
Interim Order: Suspension 18 months 
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Details of charge: 

 

That you a registered nurse: 

 

1) On 20 July 2017 at the Crown Court at Harrow were convicted of: 

 

a) Making indecent photograph or pseudo-photographs of child. 

 

AND in light of the above your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of 

your conviction. 

 

Decision on Service of Notice of Meeting 

 

The panel considered whether notice of this meeting has been served in accordance 

with the rules. Rules 11A and 34 of the Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to 

Practise) Rules 2004 (amended) (the Rules) state: 

 

11A.—(1) Where a meeting is to be held the Fitness to Practise Committee shall 

send notice of the meeting to the registrant no later than 28 days before the date 

the meeting is to be held. 

 

 34.—(1) Any notice of hearing required to be served upon the registrant shall be 

delivered by sending it by a postal service or other delivery service in which 

delivery or receipt is recorded to, or by leaving it at— 

a) her address in the register; or 

b) where this differs from, and it appears to the Council more likely to reach her 

at, her last known address, the registrant’s last known address. 

 

Written notice of this meeting had been sent to Mr Amaro’s registered address by 

recorded delivery and by first class post on 26 April 2018. Notice of this meeting was 

delivered to Mr Amaro’s registered address on 27 April 2018. 
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The notice informed Mr Amaro that his case would be decided at a meeting to be held 

on or after 31 May 28. 

 

The panel is satisfied that, in accordance with Rules 11(A) and 34 of the NMC Fitness 

to Practise Rules 2004, service of notice has been duly effected and sufficient notice 

has been given as required by the Rules. 

Background 

 

The charges arose whilst Mr Amaro was employed as a Registered Nurse.  Between 11 

May 2014 and 29 July 2015 he was in possession of five films assessed as Category A 

(the most serious category) relating to young children aged between four and five years 

or thereabouts involved in sexual activity.  He pleaded guilty and was sentenced to six 

months imprisonment suspended for 24 months.  In addition, he was put on the sexual 

offenders register for seven years, ordered to pay a victim surcharge of £115, and given 

a Sexual Harm Prevention Order for five years. 

 

Decision on the findings on facts and reasons 

 

The panel heard the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The charge concerns Mr Amaro’s conviction and, having been provided with a copy of 

the certificate/memorandum of conviction, the panel finds that the facts are found 

proved in accordance with Rule 31 (2) and (3) of the Rules which states: 

 

(2)   Where a registrant has been convicted of a criminal offence 

(a) a copy of the certificate of conviction, certified by a competent officer of 

a Court in the United Kingdom (or, in Scotland, an extract conviction) 

shall be conclusive proof of the conviction; and 
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(b) the findings of fact upon which the conviction is based shall be 

admissible as proof of those facts. 

(3) The only evidence which may be adduced by the registrant in rebuttal of a 

conviction certified or extracted in accordance with paragraph (2)(a) is 

evidence for the purpose of proving that she is not the person referred to in 

the certificate or extract. 

The panel therefore found the charge proved. 

Decision on impairment 

 

The panel next went on to decide if as a result of the conviction Mr Amaro’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel concluded that Mr Amaro’s conviction and the facts upon which it is based 

constituted a serious departure from the standards of conduct set out in the NMC Code 

and breached fundamental tenets of the nursing profession. 

 

The panel found the following paragraphs of the Code to be of particular relevance: 

 

20  Uphold the reputation of your profession at all times. 

 

To achieve this you must; 

 

20.4 keep to the laws of the country in which you are practising 
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The conviction in this case is particularly serious involving the sexual exploitation of 

young children.  Mr Amaro’s behaviour clearly fell below the standards to be expected 

of a registered nurse. 

 

Nurses occupy a position of privilege and trust in society and are expected at all times 

to be professional and behave in a lawful manner. 

 

Patients and their families must be able to trust nurses with their lives and the lives of 

their loved ones. To justify that trust, nurses must be honest and open and act with 

integrity. They must make sure that their conduct at all times justifies both their patients’ 

and the public’s trust in the profession.  

 

In this regard the panel considered the judgement of Mrs Justice Cox in the case of 

Council for Healthcare Regulatory Excellence v (1) Nursing and Midwifery Council (2) 

Grant [2011] EWHC 927 (Admin) in reaching its decision, in paragraph 74 she said: 

 

‘In determining whether a practitioner’s fitness to practise is impaired by 

reason of misconduct, the relevant panel should generally consider not 

only whether the practitioner continues to present a risk to members of the 

public in his or her current role, but also whether the need to uphold 

proper professional standards and public confidence in the profession 

would be undermined if a finding of impairment were not made in the 

particular circumstances.’ 

 

Mrs Justice Cox went on to say in Paragraph 76: 

 

‘I would also add the following observations in this case having heard 

submissions, principally from Ms McDonald, as to the helpful and 

comprehensive approach to determining this issue formulated by 

Dame Janet Smith in her Fifth Report from Shipman, referred to above. 

At paragraph 25.67 she identified the following as an appropriate test for 
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panels considering impairment of a doctor’s fitness to practise, but in my 

view the test would be equally applicable to other practitioners governed 

by different regulatory schemes. 

 

Do our findings of fact in respect of the doctor’s misconduct, 

deficient professional performance, adverse health, conviction, 

caution or determination show that his/her fitness to practise is 

impaired in the sense that s/he: 

 

a. has in the past acted and/or is liable in the future to act so as to 

put a patient or patients at unwarranted risk of harm; and/or 

 

b. has in the past brought and/or is liable in the future to bring the 

medical profession into disrepute; and/or 

 

c. has in the past breached and/or is liable in the future to breach 

one of the fundamental tenets of the medical profession; and/or 

 

d. ……….’ 

 

The panel determined that limbs (b) and (c) are engaged in this case.  The panel had no 

doubt that Mr Amaro’s conviction and the facts that gave rise to it is sufficiently serious 

to impair his fitness to practise. 

 

Regarding insight, the panel considered that Mr Amaro has demonstrated some insight 

by pleading guilty to the criminal charge.  The sentencing judge noted that Mr Amaro 

described the films as “disgusting and shameful”. However, Mr Amaro has not engaged 

in these proceedings and therefore the panel have no further material upon which to 

assess his level of insight. 
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Mr Amaro has not demonstrated an understanding of why what he did was wrong, and 

how this impacted on the victims of the sexual abuse and on the reputation of the 

nursing profession. In these circumstances, the panel concluded that there is a risk of 

repetition of the type of behaviour which led to the conviction. The panel concluded that 

it has a clear duty to protect the public and any children Mr Amaro may come into 

contact with.  Every time people view this sort of material they contribute to the abuse of 

the children involved.  

 

The panel therefore decided that a finding of impairment is necessary on the grounds of 

public protection.  

 

The panel bore in mind that the overarching objectives of the NMC are to protect, 

promote and maintain the health safety and well-being of the public and patients, and to 

uphold/protect the wider public interest, which includes promoting and maintaining 

public confidence in the nursing profession and upholding proper professional 

standards. 

 

Sexual offences including accessing and viewing the abuse of children seriously 

undermines public confidence in the profession and the reputation of the profession. 

 

The panel determined that, in this case, a finding of impairment on public interest 

grounds was also required.    

 

Having regard to all of the above, the panel was satisfied that Mr Amaro’s fitness to 

practise is currently impaired. 

 

Determination on sanction:  

 

Having found Mr Amaro’s fitness to practise currently impaired the panel went on to 

determine what sanction, if any, is necessary to protect the public and to maintain public 
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confidence in the profession and the NMC as the regulator of the profession.  The panel 

took account of all the material before it and accepted the advice of the legal assessor. 

 

The panel had regard to the principle of proportionality, weighing the interests of Mr 

Amaro against the public interest.  The panel bore in mind that the purpose of a 

sanction is not to be punitive although it may have that effect; rather the purpose of a 

sanction is to protect patients and the wider public interest.  The wider public interest 

includes maintaining confidence in the profession and the NMC and declaring and 

upholding proper standards of conduct and behaviour. 

 

The panel has considered this case very carefully and has decided to make a striking-

off order. It directs the registrar to strike Mr Amaro’s name from the register. The effect 

of this order is that the NMC register will show that Mr Amaro has been struck-off the 

register. 

 

The panel had careful regard to the Sanctions Guidance published by the NMC. It 

recognised that the decision on sanction is a matter for the panel, exercising its own 

independent judgement.  

 

The panel first established what it determined to be the aggravating and mitigating 

features of this case.  

 

Aggravating features:  

 Serious offence involving the sexual abuse of children of a very young age 

 Downloaded more than one film over a period of 14 months 

 Lack of engagement with the NMC 

 

Mitigating features:  

o No previous referrrals 

o Early plea of guilty  

o Minimal insight and only at the sentencing stage 
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The panel first considered taking no action but concluded that given the seriousness of 

the conviction and the risk of repetition this would be wholly inappropriate and would not 

provide protection against the risk of repetition and would not satisfy the public interest. 

 

The panel then considered whether to make a caution order. Mr Amaro’s behaviour was 

not at the lower end of the spectrum of impaired fitness to practise and therefore a 

caution order would be inappropriate in view of the seriousness of the case and would 

not protect the public or the wider public interest.  

 

The panel next considered whether placing conditions of practice on Mr Amaro’s 

registration would be a sufficient and appropriate response. The actions which led to Mr 

Amaro’s conviction relate to behaviour not clinical practice. The panel concluded that no 

workable conditions could be formulated which would fully address the risks posed by 

Mr Amaro. A conditions of practice order would not be workable, appropriate or 

sufficient to protect the public or the wider public interest. 

 

The panel then went on to consider whether a suspension order would be an 

appropriate sanction.  The panel reminded itself that this case demonstrates a serious 

departure from the standards expected of the public in general let alone a registered 

nurse.  The panel had concerns in relation to Mr Amaro’s insight and his understanding 

of the impact of his behaviour on others.  Furthermore, it concluded that the 

circumstances of the conviction disclosed a deep-seated and harmful personality 

problem which meant that a suspension order would not be sufficient to protect the 

public or the wider public interest. 

 

The conduct, as highlighted by the facts found proved, was a significant departure from 

the standards expected of a registered nurse. The panel determined that the serious 

breach of the fundamental tenets of the profession evidenced by Mr Amaro’s actions is 

incompatible with his remaining on the register. 



 10 

 

Balancing all of these factors and after taking into account all the evidence before it, the 

panel determined that the appropriate and proportionate sanction is that of a striking-off 

order. Having regard to the matters it identified, including the effect of Mr Amaro’s 

actions in bringing the profession into disrepute by adversely affecting the public’s view 

of how a registered nurse should conduct himself, the panel has concluded that nothing 

short of this would be sufficient in this case. 

 

The panel considered that this order was necessary to protect vulnerable members of 

the public and to mark the importance of maintaining public confidence in the 

profession, and to send to the public and the profession a clear message about the 

standard of behaviour required of a registered nurse. 

 

Determination on Interim Order 

 

Having determined to impose a striking off order, the panel next considered if an interim 

order is necessary to protect the public, is otherwise in the public interest or is in Mr 

Amaro’s own interest. In accordance with Article 31 of the Order the panel may, where 

determined necessary, make an interim conditions of practice order or an interim 

suspension order for a period of no more than 18 months.  

 

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.  

 

For the reasons it has provided thus far the panel was satisfied that an interim 

suspension order is necessary for the protection of the public and is otherwise in the 

public interest. The panel had regard to the seriousness of the facts found proved and 

the reasons set out in its decision for the substantive order in reaching the decision to 

impose an interim order. To do otherwise would be incompatible with its earlier findings. 

 

The period of this order is for 18 months to allow for the possibility of an appeal to be 

lodged and then determined by the appropriate court. 
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If no appeal is made, then the interim order will be replaced by the striking-off order 28 

days after Mr Amaro is sent the decision of this meeting in writing. 

 

That concludes this determination. 

 


